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The Leesburg Planning Commission met on Thursday, February 16, 2006 in a joint 
meeting with the Board of Architectural Review and the Economic Development 
Commission in the lower level conference room at Ida Lee Recreation Facility, Leesburg, 
Virginia.   
 
Planning Commission members present were Kevin Wright, Earl Hoovler, Ted Kalriess, 
Brett Burk, Chad Moore, Ad Barnes and Bridget Bangert.  Board of Architectural Review 
members present were Theresa Minchew and Pamela Reed.  Economic Development 
Commission members present were:  Karen Jones, Bill Michell, Ara Bagdasarian, Sandra 
Kane and Greg Phillips.  Council liaisons to these commissions present were Susan 
Horne and Kelly Burk.  Staff members present were Susan Swift, David Fuller, Nick 
Colonna, Betsy Fields, Marantha Edwards, Barbara Beach, and Linda DeFranco. 
 
Chairman Kevin Wright opened the meeting by asking everyone to bring forward issues 
that they saw pertinent to the Crescent District Master Plan.   
 
Commissioner Kalriess mentioned density and height. 
 
Commissioner Burk mentioned greenspace and the Douglas Community Center/public 
open space. 
 
Pam Reid – transition to the historic district and the goal of a walkable community 
containing community service type stores. 
 
Theresa Minchew – inclusion of properties in the old and historic district, incentivizing to 
get this accomplished. 
 
Greg Phillips – the amount of density to encourage the right businesses/developments to 
come in. 
 
Ara Bagdasarian – economic impact of height considerations and looking at the heights 
in comparison to other buildings. 
 
Karen Jones – economic viability, inclusion of old and historic district in this plan 
 
Bill Michel – aesthetics in relation to height, setbacks, massing and scale. 
 
Bridget Bangert – transportation with regard to proposed connections to see if other 
extensions can be included.  North/south versus east/west movement. 
 
Ad Barnes – everything has already been mentioned. 
 
Earl Hoovler – how parking will be incorporated, strategy for developer led 
implementation, how to incorporate the historic structures and how they will be 
preserved, definitions for land use categories. 
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Kevin Wright – guidance about impacts on existing and additional affordable/workforce 
housing.    
 
This is the roadmap of what we are concerned about.  At this point discussion centered 
around a memo from Tripp Muldrow of Muldrow Arnett that highlights key issues of the 
plan.   
 

• There is a need to show more green space in the master plan. 
Suggestion:  Add language in the report to show that open space provisions for 
private development would apply and that these would be included in the future 
zoning district for the district. 
 

Bridget Bangert commented there should be more public areas of open space, either 
passive or active.  There needs to be a plan so that this space does not become disjointed. 
Ted Kalriess asked how you can avoid it being disjointed if you don’t specifically plan 
for it.  Ms. Bangert said depending on density applied for, perhaps they can make them 
designate open space.  They could articulate where they would like to see this space. 
Karen Jones felt that once the plan is in, they could designate where they want to see the 
open space.  Mr. Kalriess said they are talking about two different things.  Each 
landowner can designate open space, but if they are looking for a central open space it 
needs to be planned for.  Theresa Minchew mentioned that open space needs to be 
donated as public space – it should not be pockets of space here and there.  Greg Phillips 
asked if they liked the concept that Mitchell and Best offered in the area.  Bill Michel 
said that this should not be done on a percentage type basis, e.g. will setback space be 
considered open space?   
 

• Would like to see some programming of the green space in Brandon Park 
Suggestion:  We are happy to provide language in the report that more 
specifically identifies the types of uses in Brandon Park with input from 
commissioners and town staff. 

 
Defer to Parks and Recreation. 
 

• Would like to see the green space/ballpark behind the Douglass Center restored. 
Discussion:  Maintaining the existing green space in its current configuration 
would eliminate one of the important road connections.  We would like to 
maintain the road and reinsert the green space but in a different configuration.  
Is this acceptable in the plan? 
 

Earl Hoovler asked if there were any ideas for this space.  Tripp Muldrow explained how 
they would like to leave the greenspace and put a pedestrian crosswalk over the road to 
connect what they dissect.  Brett Burk asked where the W&OD crossings would be?  
They would be near the corners.   
 
The group agreed with this point of discussion. 
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• Catoctin Skatepark is moving – presenting an opportunity for redevelopment of 

that parcel 
Suggestion:  confirm the relocation of Catoctin Skatepark and reflect mixed use 
development on the plan.  Agree to add the sentence that says “Should the 
Towncouncil and the Parks Commission decide to remove the skatepark from this   
location, mixed use would be an appropriate use of the site.” 

 
Ad Barnes asked if the town owned this land.  The response was yes.  Susan Horne asked 
why all of the recreation facilities were being centralized into one part of town.  Kevin 
Wright responded that they received this information from the CIP.  Earl Hoovler thought 
that it was decided that the best use for the land would be for mixed use.  Kevin Wright 
asked if there was a problem with moving this?  Theresa Minchew said that perhaps there 
could be a land swap and put the skate park in another area of town.  Tripp Muldrow said 
this is currently in a commercial corridor and the swap idea might be a good idea.  
Meaningful space elsewhere could result.  Kevin Wright suggested that this be listed as 
an “opportunity” site making it available for a swap. 
 

• Will there be enough parking in the district? 
Are there additional options for maintaining the philosophy of private parking 
outside of the provisions already allowed in the district? 

 
• What is the philosophy about parking in the district? 

Suggestion:  Insert philosophy of parking in text of report.  “Parking in the 
Crescent District is expected to be provided by the private sector on sites where 
development occurs in accordance with the zoning ordinance.  The Crescent 
District is, however, a unique district where shared parking resources can 
provide a more urban environment.” 

 
Ted Kalriess had a concern about how parking will be set out, e.g. how to park three 
stories of offices.  If it is underground, it is expensive and there will be some challenges 
with pipes.  Mr. Hoovler said there could be a lot of traffic and movement into the area 
over and above what is generated by the businesses/residences in the area.  Kevin Wright 
said they would like to encourage on-street parking that could help close the gap.  
Specifically they do not want to see a sea of parking in front of buildings.  They need to 
embrace these parts of the plan making sure there is mechanism in place to assure that it 
is executed.  Mr. Kalriess said in order to get the densities desired, the parking will be 
forced underground.  Ms. Bangert said if the current standard is maintained, there will be 
no room for surface parking unless there is shared parking.  The requirements might have 
to be reduced in order to accommodate the densities that are sought.  Mr. Kalriess said 
that public transportation also needs to be addressed. 
 
Karen Jones asked what the role of the group was.  Mr. Wright said they are reviewing 
the plan to assure that the content is strong enough to implement what they want.  Mr. 
Hoovler said it would be nice to be able to say what they don’t want to see with regard to 
parking.  Ms. Jones said strong parking policies need to be in place.  



MINUTES       LEESBURG PLANNING COMMISSION        FEBRUARY 16, 2006 
JOINT MEETING WITH THE BOARD OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW AND 

THE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION 

  4 

 
 
 
Sandy Kane said she had a concern -  the EDC feels that Harrison Park is an excellent 
development plan and she is afraid that they may change the ground rules to impede the 
development of Harrison Park.  Mr. Wright said they are already in, so this guide would 
only apply if they come back through again.   
 
Mr. Muldrow said they were not proposing a reduction in the current requirements.   
 
Theresa Minchew said she would like to see some of the language strengthened to 
address such things as demolition, and open space use, e.g. if you tear a building down, 
you can’t use the space for parking. 
 
Ted Kalriess said it will be difficult to justify density with no space for parking. Kevin 
Wright said they want to include the philosophical language and they will eventually get 
to that point. 
 

• Discussion needed on alleyways and private streets. 
 
Suggestion:  We will add text in the report that speaks of developments having  
internal alley and street networks in addition to the larger streets shown on the  
plan. 

 
Bridget Bangert asked if the map could indicate alleys in a different color.  Also, why are 
there no alleyways on the south side of the trail.  Tripp Muldrow responded that the 
alleys indicated are examples, but not necessarily part of a master plan.  They are merely 
suggested.  Earl Hoovler said language should be added to indicate the expectations of  
maintenance of private streets. 
 

• If South Street is extended as proposed, can it handle the additional traffic? 
 

Item for Discussion:  Should we put language in the report to reflect South 
Street’s special circumstance? 

 
Theresa Minchew asked for an explanation of the current traffic flow on South Street.  
This street runs one way through the trailer park to Catoctin Circle.  It is proposed to line 
up with Parker Court so it will be widened and made two way traffic.  Language needs to 
be added to properly address this. 
 

• Should continue Fairfax Street through the W&OD Trail (from Harrison Park) 
 
 Suggestion:  Maintain the existing plan as is. 
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• Not enough north-south movement – need to extend Church Street across the  
 Creek. 
 
 Suggestion:  Maintain the existing plan as is. 
 

• Add a new street along the back of the lots on the west side of South King Street, 
connect with an extension of Fairfax (through Safeway Site 
 
Suggestion:  Maintain the existing plan as is. 
 

• Show Greenway extension to Catoctin Circle 
 
Suggestion:  Maintain the existing plan as is. 

 
Bridget Bangert had some concerns about bottlenecks occurring in the pattern.  There 
need to be additional crossings.  She further pointed out some of the areas on the map. 
Theresa Minchew said that Industrial Court should become a through street.  Kevin 
Wright said care should be taken not to cross the trail too many times. 
 

• Long term traffic and parking study needed 
 

Suggestion:  Use this plan as a policy guide for future traffic and parking 
planning, use the provisions of the zoning ordinance to ensure that development 
accommodates the traffic and parking needs, and use the town’s annual Capital 
Budget to plan for infrastructure improvements as needed. 

 
Bridget Bangert cautioned about the statement regarding the Capital Budget.  There 
should not be language in the plan that states funding will come from the Capital Budget. 
 

• Financing recommendations:  are these envisioned for the entire district, or just 
certain areas? 
 
Suggestion:  We can add some language to the report that makes this more 
explicit. 

 
Earl Hoovler asked if there was going to be an implementation plan for the “pockets of 
opportunity”, TIF or CDA?  Would the EDC have thoughts on this?  Karen Jones 
responded that they would in the future. 
 

• Who will pay for the infrastructure needed.  How is this going to be paid for? 
  Debt service is already substantial. 
 

Suggestion:  We can add additional text explaining this approach if deemed 
necessary. 

 
There was general consensus on this statement. 
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• Whether a CDA or a public-private partnership, majority should be held by  
  Local folks. 
 

The CDA is a technique where a developer and the Town partner on a project.  
While we like the idea of local individuals having a stake in the CDA, we doubt 
that would happen unless they buy into the property under development. 

 
Bridget Bangert said that caution must be used in setting up a CDA so that the town is not 
stuck with unexpected expenses.  Kevin Wright asked Tripp Muldrow what the vision of 
these recommendations were.  Mr. Muldrow said this must be carefully stated since this 
plan is being handled as an amendment to the town plan.  This could change over the 
years and legislation regarding this could also change.   
 

• What are the cost differences between the 3 water feature options, both capital 
and annual maintenance? 
 
Suggestion:  Since aesthetics are a consideration in this, the chart comparing the 
town Branch water feature option needs a column for “aesthetics”.  We will also 
pull some order of magnitude maintenance costs for the options.  The 
maintenance for this improvement could be carried by the CDA or other special 
district created. 

 
Kevin Wright asked if this was something that needs to be answered or are the three 
options similar enough to leave this open.  Mr. Muldrow said you would not want to go 
down just one road.  Mr. Wright asked for clarification with regard to the CIP.  Will the 
downstream project be put on hold until this is decided?  Can you verify that those 
projects will proceed prior to a decision on the water feature?  Susan Swift responded that 
part of the project would depend on the feature chosen.  Mr. Wright asked what 
information the CIP department would need to continue forward progress with the 
flooding projects.  Mr. Kalriess said he did not feel that there was sufficient information 
to make a choice at this time from an engineering point of view.  Theresa Minchew asked 
if it needed to be that detailed in the master plan.  Kevin Wright again said he would like 
to see the CIP’s continued so that the residents being affected by flooding can be taken 
care of. 
 

• Would like to see  more workforce housing. 
 

Item for discussion:  To what extent should the CDMP discuss and dictate 
workforce housing? 

 
Kevin Wright opened the floor for discussion on this. 
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Ara Bagdasarian felt the plan should recommend, just like in the finance section covering 
schools and incentives that ask for workforce housing.  Bridget Bangert mentioned 
proposals for ADU’s and said they could work with the county on this.  Kevin Wright 
said that this is also mentioned in the town plan and should help guide this.  Developers 
should make reasonable accommodation for those areas that will be redeveloped and 
impact current residents.  Chad Moore asked if they wanted to limit it to the areas that 
supplant people?  Kevin Wright said if affordable housing is displaced, then reasonable 
accommodation should be taken to replace it to an extent.  Mr. Moore asked if the 
affordable housing shouldn’t be disbursed rather than concentrated in one area?  Kevin 
Wright said this is a good point and encouraging disbursement should occur. 
Susan Horne asked if they had legislative authority to do this, citing the redevelopment of 
Loudoun House.  Barbara Beach said there is affordable housing authority, however the 
bill that would let us partner with Loudoun failed.  Our authority is to require that they 
provide affordable housing on that site.  This would be town administered and right now 
there is nothing in place to do this.  Also, we do not have the funds to buy land – and are 
limited to cash contributions.  Sandy Kane asked to what extent the town had control over 
the various areas.  Barbara Beach responded that we don’t have the resources to 
implement the plan. 
 

• Residents of the Old and Historic District have resisted allowing owners to  
 Convert garages, etc., into apartment uses.  Is it a mistake in the plan that shows                      
those uses allowed adjacent to existing development? 
 
Suggestion:  We suggest not changing the plan and explaining the philosophy 
more thoroughly. 

 
Bridget Bangert feels this will create a problem within the O&HD.  Theresa Minchew 
said she would like to see this extended in the Old & Historic District.  This could be 
another form of affordable housing.  There is consensus in favor of this. 
 

• Need to involve County in designation of public property, perhaps the text is too 
specific on the school site. 
 
Item for Discussion:  Should the plan indicate a school site here since it is 
already being discussed as such? 

 
Bridget Bangert feels this is a bad school site.  It should be left as public use, but not 
specifically for a school.  Tripp Muldrow emphasized that downtown school sites are 
important.  Earl Hoovler said this area promotes walkability whether it is for a school or 
other public use. 
 

• More connection to the goals outlined in the Business Development Strategy. 
 

Suggestion:  Add language showing where this plan links to the Business 
Development Strategy Goals. 
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The group was in agreement with this. 
 

• Why is part of the O&HD in Crescent District even though no changes are 
proposed? 
 
Item for Discussion:  Should the plan maps eliminate the study area line so it 
shows only the area to be changed? 

 
Bridget Bangert said that the way the line is drawn, it is confusing residents in the O&HD 
who really will not be affected to think that they are affected. 
 
Tripp Muldrow said he was reluctant to pull out the “opportunity” sites that do lie in the 
O&HD.  There are still redevelopment opportunities in that area.  Theresa Minchew 
commented that she still thinks the line is confusing, the O&HD is not “prime” for 
redevelopment.  Bill Michel asked how the two will tie together – the Crescent District 
and parts of the O&HD.  There is still the perception that this is all one area.  Tripp 
Muldrow agreed that the use of color may have confused the issue. 
 

• Why was S King St. from Catoctin to the Bypass not included in the district? 
 

Suggestion:  Additional corridor studies for S. King Street and E. Market St., 
should be completed at some point in the future.  These would be more focused 
design studies anyway and at a different level of detail than this CDMP. 

 
Kevin Wright said more of this type of work needs to be done in future plans.  This is 
something that could happen in the future. 
 
Bridget Bangert said this could be added to the plan language by simply stating that this 
will be under consideration in the future.  Ted Kalriess said it should be part of a different 
plan, not tagged onto the Crescent District Plan.  Theresa Minchew said essentially they 
are creating a new gateway to the historic district of town, so why did it stop short of S. 
King to the Bypass.  Kevin Wright agreed that this needs to blend into the rest of the 
street. 
 

• Concerns about impact of construction (noise, road closures) on neighborhood. 
 
There was no further discussion on this item. 
 

• Question about implementation:  does the Town have the “nerve” to actually  
approve or deny in the face of opposition.  The implementation of this plan will 
require a code with “teeth”. 
 
Item for discussion:  To what degree does the “lay public” understand that this is 
a policy document and not a zoning code?  Should we place additional language 
in the plan to clarify this? 
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No comment. 
 

• Transportation uses need to be addressed more fully, including opportunities for 
public transportation. 

 
 Item for discussion:  How should the CDMP address public transportation? 
 
There are some comments addressing this in the Town Plan.  Do we need more language?  
Bridget Bangert asked about the current system and suggested it be put into an 
implementation guide.  Tripp Muldrow said it needs to be part of the plan to make the 
people aware of it.  Sandy Kane said there needs to be better communication to the public 
on any redevelopment. 
 

• Concern about the Safeway site remaining a grocery store (need a grocery store 
within walking distance of the residences in the Crescent District) 

 
Suggestion:  We can add language to the plan that indicates the need for future 
basic services such as a grocery store. 

 
Earl Hoovler asked if language should be added about conveniences.  Kevin Wright 
asked if there was any more specific language required, e.g. distances, etc.  Pam Reid 
said we want these, but can we get them.  Perhaps there could be incentives to retain 
these uses.   The comment was made that we cannot dictate the use of a piece of property.  
Kevin Wright responded we can’t, however we can put guidance language into the plan.  
Ted Kalriess said if they use percentages of certain uses this can shape development into 
a direction that they would like to see.  He went on to reference the Route 7 KSI 
development and the limitations put on the buildings there to encourage a mix of 
retail/residential uses.  This way the commercial would be in correlation with the 
residential.  Earl Hoovler said putting the parameters around the land use areas could help 
target development into certain areas.   
 

• Request that the zoning along S. King not be split into two zoning districts 
 
There was no discussion. 
 

• The remainder of the notes were in regard to heights and the discussion basically 
 lumped all of these together. 
 
Trip Muldrow went through the reasons for the varying heights in certain areas.  A reason 
for considering 5 stories on Catoctin Circle is that it is a wide street that can 
accommodate them.  This offers an economic benefit significant to the developer along 
this corridor.  This would attract a higher quality developer and would be an 
improvement over the standard strip mall style.  They are not envisioning a wall of 5 
story buildings.  Mr. Muldrow also used a contour map to point out the high and low  
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spots in town.  Next there was a slide presentation with pictures of various parcels within 
the Crescent District. 
 
Discussion ensued about the visual appearance of several building heights and how color 
and design variety made the various facades look either appealing or not so appealing. 
 
Kevin Wright said the first question was is it height or scale, mass and proportion?  Bill 
Michel commented that the story height and grade need to be proportionate.  Theresa 
Minchew said that height in feet is very important.  One story is not the same height as it 
used to be.  There was more discussion on the heights with relation to the topography.   
 
Kevin Wright asked what three, four and five stories would equal in height for today’s 
buildings.  Ted Kalriess said the first floor might be 15’ and the other floors 10-13’.  
Adding a gabled roof will add more height.  There are several variations to get more 
building within a height restriction.  Tripp Muldrow said that some of the five story 
buildings were suggested in the lower elevations which will allow for a fairly level sense 
of rooflines.  Kevin Wright asked if there needed to be changes in the master plan to 
reflect varying heights in certain areas.  Karen Jones felt the “not to exceed” rule was 
very valuable.  Ted Kalriess had some concerns about large and high buildings appearing 
in residents back yards.  Sensitivity needs to be implemented in certain areas.  Bill 
Michel asked where the not to exceed height would start – at the highest or lowest points? 
Theresa Minchew said the maximum might start out as less than the desired height which 
could allow some flexibility.  Earl Hoovler commented that the Town Plan has some 
specific land uses.  How would this play into what is being proposed in some areas.  
Would this be part of a design guideline, the master plan, or what?   
 
Is there enough information to refine the language in the plan toadd the foot levels, and 
the scale, mass and design as it relates to the Town Plan to get a better definition of what 
will happen? 
 
Ted Kalriess asked the town attorney and staff address this.  There need to be test cases 
done to see if it would work out.  Take a look at the height challenge and you give 
suggestions on height and densities so that we can have flexibility with massing, 
setbacks, etc. 
 
Sandy Kane commented that the maximum height for houses should be different than 
maximum height for commercial.  If we are talking mixed use and there is residential 
mixed in, the office building should not be restricted because of that.  If we are looking 
for maximum height then look at statistics for residential and commercial separately.  
This would give you the difference in the design look of a piece of property. 
 
Kevin Wright then reviewed the next steps. 
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We want this plan within enough scope to have a clear idea and definition of what we 
want so that we can create the ordinance to comply.  If we look at height, we have 
enough for them to come back with something. 
 
Density – do we have enough? 
 
Concerning open space, we asked for more information. 
 
We talked about what we want to see at Douglas. 
 
Talked about the transition somewhat so this is still open. 
 
Walkable community and what we feel needs to go there. 
 
We talked about properties in the Old and Historic District. 
 
Incentives – we did not get a chance to fully discuss. 
 
Density – we have gotten closer. 
 
Economic issues with height – included in the density discussion 
 
Economic viability – did not get a chance to discuss in depth. 
 
Aesthetics – 3 stories and 5 stories.  We were able to give some direction on this 
 
Redevelopment opportunities in H-1 district – there was some discussion, but more is 
needed. 
 
Connectivity with regard to north/south – talked about this some, but there are no firm 
conclusions. 
 
Parking – there was in depth discussion on this. 
 
How to make this developer led – there was no real discussion.  We made it tentative in 
the plan and can go into implementation later. 
 
Historic structures and how to preserve them.  If we redraw the line, this could help.  
More discussion is needed. 
 
More definition of land use categories – going back to height discussions, more land use 
will come up for further review. 
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The big question now is with next steps.  With what has been discussed, how much time 
do you need for the process to redraw the line and adjust some shading?  Tripp responded 
he needs to work with staff and with other people in his firm.  Kevin Wright said the next 
planning commission meeting is a business one, but that the second meeting in March 
could be set aside for further discussion on this.  Could a revised plan be made available 
within the next two weeks to be distributed to the BAR, PC and EDC so that they may 
review and discuss at their next scheduled meetings.  Depending on those meetings, 
perhaps we can have a meeting after the business meeting, and regardless, the second 
Planning Commission meeting in March would be another work session to try and wrap 
things up. 
 
There was discussion on whether the three commissions would meet on the 16th since that 
would mean four night meetings in a row for some members. 
 
Chairman Wright invited the members of the public that were present tonight to provide 
information during the petitioner’s session.  The next agenda will include a petitioners 
session during the worksession. 
 
Commissioner Bangert asked that copies be passed on to Parks and Recreation 
Committee so they can discuss what they would like to see happen in the Crescent 
District.  Also, perhaps they should be invited to come to the next worksession. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:57 p.m. 
 
Prepared by      Approved by: 
 
 
 
_____________________________                          __________________________ 
Linda DeFranco, Commission Clerk                          Kevin Wright, Chairman 
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